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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Overall, the study addresses an important public-health issue; however, several methodological and reporting clarifications are required to improve transparency and interpretation of the risk assessment results.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Fine
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract should be revised to explicitly state:

· metals analysed,

· instrument used,

· adult and child risk assessment (only adults is mentioned)

· 1–2 clear result-oriented conclusions
· The Abstract is the most read part of a paper. By omitting the fact that the Hazard Index (HI) for children (1.4347) is above the safety limit of 1.0, the authors are failing to report the most significant public health finding of their study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include recent literature; however, stronger integration of key guideline-based sources (e.g., USEPA, WHO) would improve the methodological context.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	ok
	

	Optional/General comments


	· There is a critical inconsistency between the methodology and the results. In Section 2.5.2, the RfD for Cadmium is listed as 0.001 mg/kg/day , but Table 4 uses 3.57 x 10⁻⁴ (0.000357). This change significantly inflates the Hazard Index (HI) and must be corrected or justified.
·  Statistical analysis is unsupported by results
One-way ANOVA and Tukey’s test are reported in the methodology, but:

no p-values are presented in tables or figures,

no statistical comparison is discussed in the Results or Discussion sections. If statistical tests were performed, results must be reported and interpreted; otherwise, this section should be removed.

·   Sample size and descriptive statistics are not reported
The number of samples analysed per fish species (n) is not stated.

Mean ± SD values are presented without indicating sample size.

Lack of basic descriptive statistics limits data reliability and reproducibility. If the author wish to not specify than suggested to remove replicability, precision in method validation. However technically it should be specified.

·   Exposure assumptions for risk assessment are unclear
Fish ingestion rate (IR) used for EDI calculation is not stated.

Child body weight and exposure assumptions are not clearly defined.

It is unclear which parameters were:

adopted from standard databases/guidelines, and

calculated by the authors.

This reduces transparency and reproducibility of the risk assessment.

· Carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk indices not introduced in introduction section

SAMPLE COLLECTION AND PREPRATION
· Time, date and seasonality should be addressed

·  Wet-acid digestion is mentioned, but acid volumes, ratios, and digestion conditions are not provided.

·  The suitability of the digestion or sample prepration method for  determination is not clarified it can vary according to metal for example… Because Arsenic is difficult to detect using standard "Flame AAS" (due to its low sensitivity and interference from flame gases), it requires a specialized preparation method called Hydride Generation (HG-AAS).

· The type of AAS (flame or graphite furnace) is not specified, which is particularly important for trace metals such as arsenic and cadmium.
Method validation claims lack supporting data
· Recovery, detection limits, and reproducibility are mentioned, but no validation table or data are provided. Either validation data should be presented or the claim should be removed.

Permissible limits need clearer specification
· The basis of permissible limits (dry-weight vs wet-weight) should be clarified and consistently applied.

· The discussion largely reiterates numerical results with limited critical interpretation.

· Greater emphasis should be placed on implications, limitations, and comparison with existing studies.

· Introduction should be completely reframed and not be similar to Discussion

Minor errors

USPEA full form should be mention when used first time

This is a major error. LCR stands for Lifetime Cancer Risk. Writing "slope" or "scope" suggests a lack of understanding of the model

*****Mention limitation of the study

Example The manuscript would benefit from a clearer discussion of study limitations. In particular, the authors should clarify whether fish sampling was conducted independent of seasonality, as seasonal variation may influence both fish availability and metal concentrations. Information on whether certain fish species are predominantly sold during specific seasons would also improve context. Additionally, the study does not include environmental reference data (e.g., water or sediment samples) from the study area, despite repeated use of the term “bioaccumulation.” This limitation should be explicitly acknowledged, and the terminology revised or justified accordingly.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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